“ These were more noble than those of Thessalonica, in that they received the Wor 


with all readiness of mind, and searched the Scrifittures daily, 


whether those things were 


so.”—* Prove all things; hold fust that which is good.” —Acts, xvii. 11. ‘Fhes. v. 21. 
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FOR THF BEREAN. 


A writer in the 16th number of the 
Berean, reviews “the strictures lately 
published on R. Owen’s new system of 
Society.” Hebegins with remarkson the 
last sentence of the first essay, which is 
in these words: “R. Owen in fractice is 
very different from R. Owen in theory.” 
“If this be true,” saysthe writer, “it fol- 
lows that he (R. O.) has not communica- 
ted a knowledge of his rea/ principles: 
for the actions of a man can never be at 
variance with the principles from which 
they actually proceed.” 

The sentence quoted from the strict- 
ures was predicated on the belief that the 
doctrine of necessity, espoused by R. Ow- 
en was one that could not be reduced to 
practice, or that it was “ at variance”’ with 
his “actions.” If it be admitted that a 
man may err in tracing the relation of 
cause and effect—may ascribe actions to 
causes, or “ principles,” from which they 
donot “actually proceed,” then the con- 
sequence drawn by the reviewer may be 
false ; and a man may “ communicate a 
knowledge of his real principles,” or of 
his system, or theory, which he believes 
to be “real,” and yet furnish evidence to 
another, that his “ actions” do not “ actu- 
ally proceed” from those principles. 

The Calvinists tell us that “ By the de- 
cree of God, all things come to pass im- 
mutably and infallibly’—that he “ma- 
keth the robber to kill’’;* and that provi- 
dence hath appointed even to the spar- 
row, * what bough it shall pitch on; what 
grains it shall pick up: where it shall 
lodge, and where it shall build; on what 
it shall live, and when it shall die.’{ We 


* Confession of Faith,ch.v. 2.—Beza. 
Hopkins. 
Vol. EE —No. XVIEF 


ought not to charge the Calvinists with’a 
“design to deceive”; they have,therefore, 
it is to be presumed, communicated “a 
knowledge of their real principles”: and 
yet these same Calvinists, in practice, 
often act as though every thing depended 
on their own exertions! It is the same 
with the fatalist, or necessarian. In eve- 
ry thing that he does, he professes to be- 
lieve that he is “compelled” by an irre- 
sistible force ; and yet he does like others 
—he acts like a “free agent.” Robert 
Owen, exercises and concentrates his at- 
tention, by acts of volition, on certain sub- 
jects. He deliberates, and devises plans, 
and proceeds in the execution of them 
with more or less activity. When obsta- 
cles present, he does not frassively fold 
his arms, and resign himself to fate, as 
the “creature of circumstances,” but he 
voluntarily calls his attention to the sub- 
ject, and meditateson the means of over- 
coming every difficulty. Thus R. Owen 
is, like ether men, an active, and not a fas- 
sive being, and inevery stage of his pro- 
gress, is controuling, and subduing cir- 
cumstances—constantly resisting, and oft- 
en successfully, the operation of causes, 
which, according to his “ principles,” 
ought to exercise an absolute controul over 
him! Hence “the author” has said that 
“Robert Owen in theory, is very different 
from Robert Owen in practice.” 

The reviewer thinks that the “infer- 
ences which our author deduces from R. 
Owen’s principles are not correct”—and 
he seems to ground this opinion on the 
sufifosition that R. Owen “may have been 
unfortunate in the choice of his expres- 
sions’! Now if the reviewer will turn 
again te page 66 of the Berean, or to R. 
Owen’s works, he will find that these véry 
expressions, or similar ones, which he 


stiles “imferences of the author,” and 
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which he deprecates, are the declarations 
of R. Owen himself! “Neither is it a fair 
inference,” says the reviewer, “to say that 
man has no controul over his natural in- 
clinations,” Now this isa point to be set- 
tled between R. Owen and our reviewer, 
for the former has declared that “the 
character of man is, without a single ex- 
cefition, formed for him”—that “ man ne- 
ver did, nor is it possible he ever can, 
form his own character’’—that “ circum- 
stances over which we have no controud, 
form our language, ‘disposition, Aadits, 
sentiments, religion, feeling, and conduct” 
—and lastly, that “ neither the infant nor 
FUTURE MAN, has any controul over his 
natural inclinations.” If these assertions 
of R. Owen do not mean what they so 
plainly import, and justify the inference 
which the reviewer has called unfair, 
then we must conclude that R. Owen has 
been surprisingly “unfortunate in the 
choice of his expressions”! 

“There is,” continues the reviewer, 


- “another inference drawn from the doc- 


trine before us, that is more alarming to 


_ people in general, than either of the pre- 


ceding: it is this, that man is not an ac- 
countable being, and hence he is not a sub- 
ject of merit or demerit, or for rewards, 
and punishments.” At sucha doctrine 
as this we think there is some cause for 
alarm; but the reviewer here represents, 
as before, the declarations of R. Owen as 


' the “inferences of the author,” and we 


will take the freedom to remark, that ei- 
ther the conduct of the reviewer is unfair 
throughout in this business, or that he 
“has had very imperfect views of the 
subject on which he professes to treat”! 
The language of R. Owen on this point is 
as follows: 

“Our constitution was formed by the 
power which originally gave it existence, 
to be influenced, by the circumstances 
which should surround it, so ae to receive 
any opinion, whether érue or false, in ac- 
cordance with facts, or opposed to them, 
and to become, in consequence, either ig- 


norant or intelligent, miserable, or happy: |} 


and as these results were not frroduced 
$y the will or consent of the tndividual, 
no one who expierienced them could ra- 
tionally become a subject of praise or 
hiame, of reward, or fiunishment.” 


Now here isa plain avowal, onthe part 
of R. Owen, of the doctrine that the 
“power which originally gave us exist- 
ence,” has wholly forsaken and left us to 
be the mere passive tool of external 
causes, “so as to receive any opinion, 
whether true or false, and to become in 
consequence, either miserable, or happy,” 
without one divine ray to illumine our 
path! This doctrine necessarily implies 
the denial of a future state of misery ; for 
we would not ascribe to R. Owen, the da- 
ring impiety of charging the Supreme Be- 
ing with assigning, either directly, or indi- 
rectly, a future state of unhappiness on 
account of results “which were not firo- 
duced by the WILL or CONSENT of the 
individual”! 

I shall make no further comments on 
the very forced constructions, which the 
reviewer has attempted to put on the 
plain, clear, and decisive assertions of R. 
Owen, nor his flimsy apology that he 
“may have been unfortunate in the choice 
of his expressions”; but shall be content 
to leave my readersto make ¢heir “ infer- 
ences,” and R. Owen to his own course ; 
being well assured that the result cannot 
fail to add another proof to the many al- 
ready existing, that the reformation of so- 
ciety can only be effected by “the power 
of God, andthe wisdom of God,” opera- 
ting immeédiately, and individually, on the 
minds of men; and that no device or con- 
trivance originating in the mere will of 
the creature, whether in the shape of 
modern Missionary Societies, Bible Socie- 
ties, or the “ New System of Society,” or 
any other combination, will extend true 
righteousness in the earth; or establish 
that relation between God and his ration- 
al family, on which their essential happi- 
ness, both here and hereafter, mainly de- 
pends. “ The Author.” 


FOR THE BEREAN 
BATHBS’ DOCTRINES 
OF FRIENDS. 


To the Meeting for Sufferings 
y 


The theological system advocated in 
this work appears to be wholly inconsis- 
tent with the simplicity of the gospel- 


of Obis 


characters, which, like the original, are a 


faith thus multiplied, but the faith itself 


_ oftinions of Fox, Barclay, and Penn, of the 


* individual ; and that this is the only true 
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The Deity is not only divided into parts, | 
but one of those parts is again subdivided 
and made to consist of two persons or 


unit, and yet distinct ; compounded and 
yet separate. Not only are the objects of 


is divided into ¢wo, one of which, the Ais- 
torical, it seems to the chief design of 
this work to hold forth, and exalt. 

This historical faith, dead and worth- 
less as it is in itself, appears to occupy 
the first place in the author’s mind: 
hence he commences the chapter with | 
the following declaration—* The Society 
of Friends, from the beginning, have be- 
lieved in the Divinity and the Humanity 
of Christ. The history of his miraculous 
conception, birth, life, sufferings, death, 
resurrection, and ascension, as recorded 
by the evangelists we fully believe.” Then 


follows a number of extracts, carefully 
selected, and adapted to the design of the 
writer, in order to establish the doctrines 
examined in my last essay. 

Although I do not esteem it of great 
importance to ascertain what were the 


Society of Friends generally, or of any 
other men, Society, Synod, or Council, one 
hundred years ago, or at any other pe- 
riod ; for I hold it to be a sacred truth, 
that it is not on the opinions, nor the au- 
thority of man, individually or collective- 
ly, in time past, or present, that saving 
faith is to be built ; because faith is the 
free gift of God, and his Holy Spirit is 
THE ONLY PRIMARY RULE OF FAITH 
AND PRACTICE, by revealing, immediately 
to mankind, His will, and the duties and 
performances, which He requires of each 


and safe foundation, of every Christian 
doctrine and belief whatever. And al- 


though I do not believe it just, or proper 
to accept the writings of any sect or so- 
ciety, published a century ago, as the 
touchstone, or criterion of their opinions, 
or religious belief, at the frresent time ; 
because light and knowledge is progres- 
etve, and we dare not assigh /imits to the 
discoveries made from age to age, by that 
Spirit which “ leadeth into all truth.” Yet 
as Elisha Bates has placed great stress 
on ascertaining what the belief of the so- 


ciety was in former days, and has endea- 
voured to identify that belief, or rather 
his construction of it, with what they now, 
as'a body, hold,—for these reasons I shall, 
in this, and perhaps, the succeeding essay, 
examine this part of the subject: intro- 
ducing it with the following quotation, 
taken from page 45 of the work before 
me: 

“We know that detached sentences 
may be taken from any writing we please, 
and, by the help of constructions, be 
made to convey an idea, altogether differ- 
ent from that intended by the writer. If 
we would understand his sentiments, we 
must take into view his whole design, and 
not reject the explanations which he givee 
of his own language.” insert this pas- 
sage in this place in order to examine how 
far it may apply to the conduct of its au- 
thor, in making Ais extracts : for I pre- 
sume it will be deemed altogether just to 
judge him by a test which he Aimse/f fur- 
nishes. A tribunal which he thus erects, 
and before which he brings his oppo- 
nents, will certainly be admitted as a le- 
gal one, by which totry Ais own case. 


You cannot be ignorant, my friends, of 
the hot persecution which the Quakers 
suffered, for nearly half a century after 
they first appeared, instigated chiefly by 
the clergy, on account of their religious 
doctrines and ofiinions. The clergy pla- 
ced great stress on the doctrines of the 
trinity, the outward atonement of Jesus 
Christ, and on the scriptures, as the only 
rule of faith and practice. The Quakers, 
on the contrary, made religion an inward 
and spiritual thing, and placed the princi- 
pal stress on the operation of the “light 
within,” or “Christ within,” and taught 
that the “light within,” and not the scrip- 
tures, was the primary rule. Many were 
the controversies which they had with 
the priests and professors of those times, 
on these subjects; and the latter, to slan- 
der, and ruin the cause of their oppo- 
nents, and close up their way, asserted 
that they denied the outward Christ, and 
wholly rejected the scriptures. But the 
Quakers, in order to defeat the malice of 
their enemies, came out with repeated 
declarations of their belief of the scrip- 
tures, as an inspired.book, and the ac- 
count therein given ef the Messiah. 
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Now, although the author under re- 
view gives us to understand that he has 
avoided the controversial writings of 


Friends, yet he has, in several instances, 


introduced those very declarations de- 
signed to meet the objections of their op- 
ponents. One of the most remarkable is 
that quotation in page 81, relating to a 
warm controversy between George Keith 
and William Penn, and which I noticed 
in the early part of these strictures. In 
this, and other cases, the writer has 
strangely departed from his own rules 
quoted above, not only in bringing in con- 
troversial matter, and in taking “ detach- 
ed sentences” from Penn’s writings, and 
thus keeping out of view “his whole de- 
sign,” but he has ina very striking man- 
ner “rejected the explanations which 
Penn gives of his language”! 

-In giving your weight and authority to 
the publication of the work before me, as 
containing a candid, and fair account of 
the doctrines of Friends, I do not call in 
question your integrity. The country 
where you are located, is in its infancy, 
and but partially supplied with books. 
You are deprived of the opportunity of 
consulting libraries ; and hence it may be 
fairly presumed that you are but imper- 
fectly read in the numerous and exten- 
sive writings of your ancestors. This I 
am willing to admit asa palliative, at 
least, for your proceedings in the case in 
question. I shall here endeavour to pre- 
sent to your view, if not the“ whole de- 
sign” of the writers of the Society, at 
least such parts of it, as your author has 
thought proper to omit: and in making 
my quotations, I shall endeavour to avoid 


‘using “detached sentences,” or having re- 


course to “constructions,” or “rejecting 
the explanations,” which they give of 
their “own language.” 


The first ancient work thatI shall call 
your attention to is the writings of Roger 
Haydock, printed in London in the year 


3700. For his character, and the esti- 


mation in which he was held by the So- 
ciety, | refer you to the numerous testi- 


~wonies of Friends, occupying seventy 


pages, in the fore part of the work. 


You will recollect that the proposition 
‘advanced in the preceding essay, asserts 


— 


the perfect identity between God, Christ, 
and the Holy Spirit, and that it is in the 
support of this proposition, or the denial 
of E. Bates’ doctrines of a distinction in 
the divine nature, that this, and the suc- 
ceeding extracts are introduced. 

In pp. 141 to 145, of the writings of R. 
Haydock, is found the following : 


—* The light of Christ within man, 
wherewith Christ the true light lighteth 
every man,is the life of the Word, the 
light of men, John 1. 4. ‘The Spirit of 
God given to instruct them,’ Neh. ix. 20. 
Ezek. 36. 27. The manifestation of which 
Spirit is given to every man to profit with- 
all. 1 Cor. xii. 7. The Spirit of Truth, 
which proceedeth from the Father. John 
xv. 26. Reproves the world of sin. John 
xv. 8. And maketh manifest all things 
that are reproved. Eph. v. 13. For that 
is the Spirit of Truth which reproveth 
and convinceth of sin; and the Spirit of 
Truth is the Spirit of Christ, for Christ 
is the Truth. John xiv. 6. And theSpir- 
it of Christ is the Spirit of God ; for the 
Son and the Father are one. John x. 30, 
and v. 18, to 27. One Lord, one God, and 
Father of all. Ephs. iv. 5,6. Christ and 
God is light. John 1. 4, 9; and viii. 12; and 
ix. 5; 1 John 1.5. The Lord our God is 
one Lord. Deut. vi. 4. God is a Spirit. 
John iv. 24. The Lord is that Spirit 
which giveth life. 2 Cor. iii. 6, 17. The 
changing of man from death to life is by 
the Spirit of the Lord. 2 Gor. iii. 18. I 
the Lord search the heart, and try the 
reins, even to give every man according 
to his ways, and according to the fruit of 
his doing. Jer. xvii. 10. The Spirit saith, 
Iam he which searcheth the reins and 
hearts, and I will give unto every one of 
you according to your works. Rev: ii. 23. 
The Spirit searcheth all things. 1 Cor. ii. 
10. Hereby it is evident, the Spirit of 
God is one with God and Christ, and so 
God infinite, omnipresent, who is‘One 
Lord, and his name One,’ Zach. xiv. 9, 
who sees ail things ; there is nothing hid, 
or can be hid from God’s Spirit, all things 
being known and seen by the Spirit of 
God; man’s thoughts are shewed and 
told by it; and whatsoever thing is re- 
proved, it sheweth and maketh manifest ; 
‘and that which maketh manifest, is 


Light,’ Fiph. v. 13. 
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“ Well then, the Spirit ot Truth is the 
light of Christ within man, which makes 
manifest and sheweth whatsoever thing is 
reproved by it; which declareth to man 
the thoughts of his heart, and giveth to 
every man according to his works, which 
reproveth and convinceth man of sin, and 
leads into all truth; in which, we called 
Quakers have believed, and walk in, even 
in the light and Spirit of God and Christ, 
and so witness the blood of Jesus Christ 
cleansing us from all sin, and the light and 
Spirit of Christ leading us on together in- 
to all truth; in which blessed light we 
have fellowship with God, who is light, 
and one with another, 1 John 1. 5, 7. 
And so are of that pure religion which is 
undefiled before God, and unspotted of 
the world, James 1. 27. This blessed 
light, or Spirit of Christ within, leads us 
to do unto all men that which is right in 
the sight of God ; and all of us that walk 
in it, walk according to the precepts, doc- 
trines and commands of God, contained 
in the scriptures, and witness in measure, 
the fulfiling of what istherein written for 
our learning, that the man of God may be 
perfect, &c. And the keeping of the great 
commandment, which is Love. So then 
this blessed light, or Spirit of Christ 
within, borne witness to, and walked in 
by us called Quakers, which indeed is 
both our rule and way, doth lead and 
guide us not to oppose God’s Spirit (for 
then we should oppose our rule and way, 
which is the Spirit of God) nor to pluck 
up by the roots all the doctrines, precepts 
and commands of knowledge, worship 
and obedience touching God, contained 
in the scriptures of Truth, as J. C. hath 
slandered us ; but to live and walk there- 
in, and up thereunto, and manifest both 
our love and honour to the Sirit of God, 
and esteem for the scriptures of truth, in 
living that holy life the scriptures declare 
of, and the Spirit of God commands; 
which holy life lived by us through the 
Spirit, fulfils and justifies the scriptures 
of truth, and exalts and glorifies the Spir- 
it of God over all; for God alone is wor- 
thy for ever and ever.” 


Now, my Friends, examine well the 
doctrine contained in this extract, and 
ebmpare it with that you have been in- 


strumental in promulgating. Here are 
no “detached sentences”; nor is there 
any need of “the help of constructions,” 
to find out the writer’s meaning. It is a 
clear, full, unambiguous testimony, to the 
perfect unity, and identity of God, Christ, 
and the Holy Spirit. 

I formerly remarked, that much un- 
profitable controversy had arisen on this 
and other subjects, on account of the par- 
ties not having a clear understanding of 
the terms they used. Permit me, now, to 
ask you what ideas you attach to the ex- 
pression “divinity of Christ”? The trini- 
tarian deity of three distinct persons, be- 
ing identified, and shown to be one and 
the same, does it not follow, according to 
“the simplest principles of reason,” that 
to acknowledge the divinity of one, is to 
acknowledge that of all, and he that be- 
lieveth in one, believeth in all? Accord- 
ing to the declaration of Jesus, “He that 
believeth on me, believeth on him that 
sent me; and he that seeth me, seeth him 
that sent me’? Is it not a demonstrable 
truth that the man who professes to be- 
lieve in the spirit of truth, and who obeys 
and follows its monitions in his soul, be- 
lieves and obeys Christ, seeing that these 
are but different names for the same thing? 
So George Fox taught—* There is none 
knows Christ within, but he knows him 
without—the light that doth enlighten 
every man that cometh into the world, 
which is Christ Jesus, is the teacher, and 
he that believes in it receives Christ” — 
“there is none knows Christ and his suf- 
ferings, but by the Spirit of God within.* 

The further this subject is examined, 
the more evident it will appear, that you 
are contending for the Christ of the trini- 
tarians; a distinction; a dualiter, in the 
Supreme Being. Thus when E. Bates 
asserts “the divinity of Christ,” he does 
not mean, merely the divinity of the Ho- 
ly Spirit, or the “Christ within’; and 
when he arraigns certain persons for de- 
nying the divinity of Christ, he does not 
mean to say, that they deny the Spirit, in 
man, for he well knows to the contrary. 


When he declares that the divine nature - 


essentially belonged to Jesus Christ, he 


* Great Mystery, 217, 288, 142. 
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does not intend to convey the simple idea 
that the Spirit of truth, or the Holy Spir- 
it, in Jesus, was divine, otherwise he has 
been most unfortunate in the choice of his 
expressions; but he plainly means, as I 
understand, that the Saviour was a dis- 
tinct “character,” or ferson, to whom the 
divine attributes easentially betonged. 

Are we to understand that he inculcates 
the doctrine that the of Jesus wasin- 
separably united to the Spirit, and that this 
circumstance constituted him a “ charac- 
ter” distinct from God, and the Spirit? 
It hasbeen proved that no distinction ex- 
ists, spiritually, between God and Christ, 
and there seems to be no other way to 
establish a distinction than by embracing 
this, the last refuge, of uniting a human 
body, toa divine Spirit, and thus making 
a compound being, a “God-man”—a 
character, which is, in the language of 
trinitarians, “very God, and very man.” 
But will it be contended that such was the 
doctrine of the early Quakers; There is 
too much evidence to the contrary to ad- 
mit it, foramoment. Inthat body which 
walked in Judea, and through which were 
displayed to the outward eye, by the pow- 
er of the Spirit, the wonderful works of 
God, they behold nothing more than hu- 
man fiesh and blood, having no more of 
virtue, or of divinity, in its nature, than 
any other flesh and blood. The follow- 
jng extracts will place this part of the 
subject beyand controversy ; 


“Now the scriptyres do expressly dis- 
tinguish between Christ and the garment 
which he wore; between him that came, 
and the body in which he came; between 
the substance which was veiled, and the 
veil which veiled it. ‘Lo! I come; a bo- 
dy hast thou prepared mz.’ There is 
plainly, nx, and the body in which HE 
came. There was the outward vessel, 
and the inward life. This we certainly 
know, and can never call the bodily gar- 
ment Christ, but that which affreared and 
dwelt in the body. Now if ye indeed 
know the Christ of God, tell us plainly 
what that is which appeared in the body ? 
‘Whether that was not the Christ before 
it took up the body, after it took up the 
hody, and forever? 


that body, plainly manifesteth that they 
want the knowledge of him in spirit. For 
Christ is the Son of the Father; he is the 
Infinite Eternal Being, one with the Fa- 
ther, and with the Spirit, and cannot be 
divided from either ; cannot be any where, 
where they are not, nor can be excluded 
from any place where they are. He may 
take up a body, and appear in it; but can- 
not be confined to be no where else but 
there ; no, not at the very time while he 
is there. Christ, while he was here on 7 
earth, yet was not excluded from being 7 
in Heaven with the Father, at the very 7 
same time; as he himself said concern /7 
ing himself, ‘The Son of man, which isin | 
heaven.’ (John iii. 13.) Nor was the Fa- 7 
ther excluded from being with him in the | 
body ; but the Father was in him, and he |” 


Philip, ‘ He that hath seen me, hath seen 7 
the Father.’ What! did every one that | 
saw that body, seethe Fatheralso? Nay, 
not so; but he that saw Christ, the Son d 
of the living God, whom flesh and blood 77 
revealed not, but the Father only. (Matt. © 
xvi. 16, 17.) He saw the Father also.” | 

{ Vol. 3, I. Pennington, fr. 61. 


“Tcame to see the idolatry of all pro- 
fessors as to the frerson Christ, as to the | 
body, flesh and blood ; and that the faith 7 
of most professors went no further than » 4 
the veil, the outward, and reached not to! 
Christ, the Saviour, the life, the arm and © 
power of God ; not to Christ in Spirit, but y ; 
in flesh.” [ Thos, Zachary, p. 6. 


“ Baptist says, Christ was seen with a” 
carnal eye, and his voice heard with a! 
carnal ear. Whereas, Christ said, ‘he! 
that seeth me, seeth my Father also,’ i 
Now dare he say, that God is such a visi- 
ble object as may be seen by a carnal — 
eye? Surely nothing is obvious to the — 
carnal eye, but that which is carnal or 
outward ; but so is not the invisible. But ® 
indeed if the bady that Christ took upon 
him in the virgin, and which was after- — 


wards crucified and put to death, was _ 


God, (for he tells of God-man being born © 
of the virgin,) then this would make God 
visible, and to die, when that body was. 
put to death; which were no less than 
blasphemy ; whereas God was-manifest 


* And then their confining of Christ to } in flesh, Christ came in the flesh, and so 
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did bear the name Christ, as he was in 
the flesh."—[Light and Life of Christ, 
by G. Whitehead, p. 35. 

“ Baptist. ‘He was that day born a Sae 
viour; but had the light within been the 
Saviour, or the Spirit, or the Godhead, 
then this had not been that day born.’ 

«“G. Whitehead answers—Hereby has 
he denied the Spirit, the light within, or 
the Godhead, to be the Saviour, and so 
has gone about to make a separation be- 
tween Christ, the Spirit, the light, and 
Godhead ; whence then came this Christ ? 
and by whose power was he a Saviour? 
had he any power but what was given 
him of the Father? But a Saviour was 
born; what was he born for, but to bear 
witness to the truth? arid by whose pow- 
er and spirit, but by the power and spirit 
of the Father? and what he did and 


©) wrought, it was what God did by him. 
And though that day was born in the city | 


of David a Saviour, was he a Saviour dis- 
tinct from either light within, Spirit, or 
Godhead? What manner of Saviour was 


hethen? This is asad doctrine, to ex- 


elude Spirit, light within, and Godhead, 
from being a Saviour: surely flesh and 
darkness is not the Saviour, but the Aoly 
thing (spoken of) which was of the Holy 
Ghost.” —[ Light and life of Christ, by G. 
Whitehead, p. 46, 47. 

“ And we are taught, led, and guided 
by, and are possessors of a measure of the 
same spirit of Grace and Trith that was 
in that person, Christ, our elder Brother, 
that suffered patiently, the contradictions 
and false accusations of sinners,asa Lamb, 
without the gates of Jerusalem, of whose 
resurrection and life, we are eye wit- 
nesses.” Wm. Bayly, p. 169. 

“There is a great noise, by way of ob- 
jection, among many of the professors in 
this age, against the people called Qua- 
kers; which is on this wise, viz.: We do 
not understand, say they, that you ever 
pray to God inthe name of Jesus, or in 
the name of the Lord Jesus Christ, &c. 
though we grant, you often preach and 
pray, and many good exhortations there 
are to be heard among you, but we sel- 
dom or never hear you pray or preach in 
the name of Jesus, ory you seldom use the 
mame of Jesus among you; but of God, 


and the Father, and the Light, and the 
Power, andthe Spirit, and the Wisdom 
of God, &c. Seeing it is written, that 
whatsoever you do, do it in the name of 
the Lord Jesus; and to the name of Je- 
sus let every tongue confess, and every 
knee bow; and whatsoever ye ask in my 
name, saith Jesus, shall be given to you. 
“To which I shall endeavour to answer, 
as I have received of the Lord, making it 
manifest unto the meanest, simple, sober 
understanding, whose heart truly desires 
after the everlasting satisfaction, which is 
in the fulness of the One only true God, 


who is One Lord, and his name One, unto 
or in them who are in subjection to the 


Higher Power, which hath a name above 
every mame under heaven, to which every 
knee shall bow. 

“First,I do affirm, that they who preach 
and pray in the Spirit, and Power, and 
Light, and Wisdom of God, do pray in 
the zame of Jesus ; for Jesus is but aname 
which was given unto that which was be- 
fore that name was, which the angel call- 
ed a holy thing; and also said, that holy 
thing which shall be born of thee, shall be 
called the Son of God. And also, it is 
written, behold a virgin shall be with 
child, and shall bring forth a son, and they 
shall call his name Immanuel; which, 
being interpreted, is God with us: so that 
this One Holy Thing, in process of time, 
according to the knowledge of his works 
and operations, in and by many, hath sev- 
eral, many and various names given unto 
it.”—[ Wm. Bayly, pp. 157, 158. 

“ The trinity of distinct and separate per- 
sons, in the unity of essence, refuted 

Srom Scripture. 


“ And he said, ‘ Lord God, there is ne 
God like unto thee,’ (1 Kings viii. 24.)— 
*To whom then will ye liken me? Or 
shall I be equal, saith the Holy One? 
(Isa. 40. 25.) ‘1am the Lord, and there 
is none else, there is no God besides me.” 
(Isa. 45, 5,6.) ‘Thus saith the Lord thy 
Redeemer, the Holy one of Israel.” (Isa. 
48.17.) ‘I will also praise thee O my 
God ; unto thee will I sing, O Holy One 
of Israel.’ (Psalm 71,22.) ‘Jehovah shall 
be one, and his name One.’ (Zach. xiv. 
9.) Which, with a cloud of other testi- 
monies that might be urged, evidently de- 
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anonstrate, that in the days of the first 
covenant, and Prophets, but One was the 
Holy .God, and God but that Holy One. 
—Again, ‘ And Jesus said unto him, Why 
xallest thou me good ? There is none good 
but One, and that is God.’ (Matt. xix. 
17.) ‘And this is life eternal, that they 
might know thee [Father] the only true 
A;od.’ (John xvii. 3.) ‘Seeing it is one 
God that shall justify” (Rom. iii. 30.) 
* There be Gods many, but unto us there 
is but one God, the Father, of whem are 
all things.’ (1 Cor. viii.6,) ‘One God and 
Father, who is above all things.” (Eph. 
jv.6.) ‘For there is one God.” (1 Tim. 
4i. 5.) ‘*Tothe only wise God be glory 
mow andever.’ (Jude, ver. 25.) Fromall 
«which I shall lay down this one assertion, 
that the testimonies of scripture, both un- 
aler the law, and since the gospel dispen- 
sation, declare One to be God, and God 
to be One, on which I shall raise this ar- 
gument: 


“If God, as the scriptures testify, hath 
mever been declared or believed, but as 
athe Holy One, then will it follow, that 
God is not an Holy Three, nor doth sub- 
sist in three distinct and separate Holy 
Ones: but the before-cited scriptures un- 
deniably prove that One is God, and God 
only is that Holy One; therefore he can- 
not be divided into, or subsist in an Holy 
‘Three, or Three distinct and separate 
Holy Ones.—Neither can this receive the 
jeast prejudice from that frequent, but 
impertinent. distinction, that he is One in 
substance, but three in persons or subsist- 
ences; siace God was not declared or be- 
lieved incompletely, or without his sub- 
sistence: nor did he require homage from 
his creatures, as an incomplete or ab- 
stracted being, but as God the Holy One: 
For so he should be manifested and wor- 
shipped without that which was abso- 
jutely necessary to himself:—So that ei- 
ther the testimonies of the afore-mention- 
ed scriptures are to be believed concerning 
God, that he is entirely and cempletely, 
not abstractly and distinctly, the Holy 
One, or else their authority to be denied 
by these trinitarians: and on the contra- 
ry, if they pretend to credit those holy 
testimonies, they must necessarily con- 
diude their kind of trinity a fiction. 


| 


|| stance in common acceptation among 


|| Say they are with the Godhead, then are 


“ Refuted from Right Reason. 


“1. Ifthere be three distinct and sepa- 
rate Persons, then three distinct and sep- 
arate substances, because every person is 
‘inseparable from its own substance ; and 
as there is no person that is not a sub- 


men, so do the scriptures plentifully agree 
herein: And since the Father is God, the 
Son is God, and the Spirit is God, (which 
their opinion necessitates them to con- 
fess) then unless the Father, Son and 
Spirit, are three distinct Nothings, they 
must be three distinct Substances, and 
consequently, three distinct Gods. 

“2. It is farther proved, if it be consid- 
ered, that either the divine persons are 
finite or infinite: if the first, then some 
thing finite is inseparable to the infinite 
substance, whereby something finite is in 
God; if the last, then three distinct Infi- 
nites, three Omnipotents, three Eternals, 
and so three Gods. 

“3. If each person be God, and that 
God subsists in three persons, then in each 
person are three persons or Gods, and 
from three they will increase to nine, and 
so ad infinitum. 

“4. But if they shall deny the three 
persons, or subsistences to be infinite, (for 
so there would unavoidably be three 
Gods) it will follow that they must be fi- 
nite, and. so the absurdity is not abated 
from what it was; for that of one sub- 
stance having three subsistences, is not 
greater, than that an infinite being should 
have three finite modes of subsisting. But 
though that mode which is finite cannot 
answer to a substance that is infinite ; yet 
to try if we can make their principle to 
consist, let us conceive that three per- 
sons, which may be finite separately, 
make up an infinite conjunctly ; however 
this will follow, that they are no more in- 
communicable or separate, not properly 
subsistences, but a subsistence ; for the 
infinite substance cannot find a bottom or 
subsistence in any one or two, therefore 
jointly. And here I am also willing to 
overlook finiteness in the Father, Son, and 
Spirit, which this doctrine must suppose. 

“5. Again, if these three distinct per- 
sons are one, with some one thing, as they 
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not they incommunicable among them- 
selves; but so much the contrary, as tobe 
one in the place of another: For if that 
the only God is the Father, and Christ be 
that only God, then is Christ the Father. 
So if that one God be the Son, and the 
Spirit that one God, then is the Spirit the 
Son,and so round. Nor is it possible to 
stop, or that it should be otherwise, since if 
the divine nature be inseparable from the 
three persons, or communicated to each, 
and each person have the whole divine na- 
ture, then is the Son in the Father, and 
the Spirit in the Son, unless that the God- 
head be as incommunicable to the per- 
sons, as they are reported to be amongst 
themselves: or that the three persons 
have distinctly allotted them such a pro- 
portion of the divine nature, as is not com- 
municable to each other; which is alike 
absurd. Much more might be said to 
manifest the gross contradiction of this 
trinitarian doctrine, as vulgarly received; 
but I must be brief.”—[Penn’s Sandy 
Foundation Shaken. 


These extracts, which might be indefi- 
nitely extended, show that the doctrines 
of the Society, at the period in which they 
were written, were, in every point of 
view, anti-trinitarian: and although some 
of them consist of short “sentences,” yet 
the sense conveyed by them is fud/ and 
explicit, and needs not the aid either of 
the context, or of “constructions,” to 
enable us to discover the meaning of the 
authors. 


An enemy to Creeds. 


SELECTED. 
HIRELING SHEPHERDS. 
(Continued from page 268.) 


“The keys of the kingdom of Heaven 
are ; first, the key of doctrine or knowl- 
edge, to discern true and false doctrine. 
That every true believer possesseth this 
key, in some degree, is evident, not only 
from reason, but also Scripture testimony. 
Reason says, there can’ bé no belief with- 
out knowledge preceding it. How ridic- 
ulous would it appear, to hear a person 
expressing himself thus? I believe, I do 
mot know what; or, I believe this or that 


tobe atruth; but I know not for what 
reason. Ifa person cannot believe, with- 
out knowing the reason why he believes, 
then, every true believer must possess 
the key of doctrine, in proportion to his 
faith, and that will be just in propertion 
to his complying to the operationsof God’s 
Spirit in his own soul; ‘For what man 
knoweth the things of a man, save the 
spirit of man which is in him? even so 
the things of God knoweth no man, but 
the Spirit of God. Now, we have re- 
ceived, not the spirit of the world, but 
the spirit which isof God; that we might 
know the things that are freely given us 
of God,’ 1. Cor. ii. 11,12. And that none 
but true believers, can possess this key, 
for want of that knowledge which is in- 
separable from the power, is evident, 
from the fourteenth verse of the same 
chapter ; ‘ But the natural man receiveth 
not the things of the Spirit of God: for 
they are foolishness unto him; neither 
can he know them, because they are 
spiritually discerned.’ 

“Second: the key of discipline, which 
chiefly respects the practice. By this 
key, a society of believers have a power, 
or right, to call to account, for their con- 
duct, those of their members who walk 
disorderly, to reprove them, and, if they 
be obstinate, to cast them out of their so- 
ciety, or withdraw from them; ‘ Now, 
we command you, brethren, in the name 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye with- 
draw yourselves from every brother that 
walketh disorderly,’ 2 Thess. iii.6. Now, 
let us suppose, that there might be a so- 
ciety, professing Christianity, only one 
member of which is a true believer, this 
one member alone hath the key of disci- 
pline, and hath a right to call the whole 
society to account; and, upon their re- 
jecting his admonition, to withdraw from 
them; and his withdrawing from them 
is, a delivering them up to Satan, in the 
Scripture sense of the phrase: whereas, 
the society casting him out of their com- 
munion, would not be a delivering him 
up to Satan; because, they have not the 
key of discipline: for Christ says to Peter, 
‘Whatsoever thou shalt bind on Earth, 
shall be bound in Heaven.’ Matt. xvi. 19: 
which must certainly. mean, that what- 
soever shall be hound en Earth, by the 
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power of the keys of the kingdom of Hea- 
ven, should be bound in Heaven; for the 
lock of the gate of Heaven (if we may use 
the expression) is such, that no false key 
can be made to open it. Certainly, he 
could not mean, that whatsoever Peter, 
and all who pretended to be his succes- 
sors, (by exercising a power, which they 
should receive by some outwartl ceremo- 
nies, called ordination, and which they 
would call the keys of the kingdom of 
Heaven,) should bind on Earth, should 
be bound in Heaven. If this be the 
meaning of the text, every party, that 
hath made a schism in the church, hath 
made a new set of keys, and shut out 
other parties ; so that,at this day, there 
is no possibility of getting to Heaven. 
How absurd isthis! and yet, it isno more 
than a necessary consequence of the 
doctrine that is generaliy taught, con- 
cerning the keys of the kingdom of Hea- 
ven: and, indeed, to suppose, that there 
is such a thing, as the keys of the king- 
dom of Heaven, given to any person, sep- 
arate from the inspiration of God’s Spirit, 
makes way for every absurdity to follow 
it, takes away the key of knowledge, and 
when that is gone, we must, necessarily, 
wander in the dark, without ever being 
able to find out the truth; ‘For the 
things of God knoweth no man, but the 
Spirit of Ged.’ 1f I should ask, how Noah 
could be justified, in separating from the 
church in his day? (for it is not reason- 
able to suppose, that there was none, but 
Noah and his family, of that generation who 
professed to be God’s people,) it would 
readily be answered, that he had God’s 
call. Ifit be again asked, how did he 
know that he had God’s call? the reply 
will be, God spake to him. The next 
question that occurs is, how did he speak 
tohim? Here weare at a loss for an 
answer: but if it should be admitted, that 
he spake to him by an audible voice, I 
would still ask, how did he know that it 
was God that spake to him? The only 
answer that can be given is, by the Spirit 
of God in his own soul: there was the 
foundation of his fortitude and persever- 
ence, which enabled him te go on, in the 
service of God, in opposition to all the 
scoffs, rage, and abuse of the wicked 
around him, I might multiply instances ; 


but I study brevity. I think what is al- 
ready said, is sufficient to convince any 
unprejudiced person of the truth of my 
assertion. I might mention some places 
of Scripture, which are explained by the 
clergy,soas to make the word church 
signify only the officers of the church; 
but as their explanation cannot be admit- 
ted, without the idea of a higher, and a 
lower class in the church, (and that has 
been sufficiently confuted already,) I for- 
bear, as I do not wish to write any more 
than is necessary to support the truth.” 


On the subject of Oaths the writer ob- 
serves, “ First. It is not either comman- 
ded, or implied in the Moral Law, that 
we ought to swear ; ‘ Jesus said unto him, 
thou shalt love the Lord thy God with 
all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and 
with all thy mind. This is the first and 
great commandment. And the second is 
like unto it, Thou shalt love thy neigh- 
bour as thyself. On these two command- 
ments hang all the Law, and the Pro- 
phets,’ Matt. 22. 37—40: as much as if he 
had said, ‘ these two commandments con- 
tain the whole duty of man, and the Law, 
and the Prophets, were only a discovery, 
in what manner God required that love 
to be manifested, under that carnal dis- 
pensation in which the substance was 
held forth, or represented, by types and 
figures :’ and as swearing was one of the 
ordinances of that dispensation, it must be 
typical; and therefore, it cannot be a du- 
ty under the Gospel, and consequently, it 
is a breach of the third commandment. 

“Second. Swearing was an act of wer- 
ship, in the Jewish church, and appointed 
to be performed before the altar, in the 
temple, ‘If any man trespass against his 
neighbour, and an oath be laid upon him, 
to cause him to swear, and the oath come 
before thine altar, in this house: then 
hear thou in Heaven, and do, and judge 
thy servants, condemning the wicked, to 
bring his way upon his head, and justify- 
ing the righteous, to give him according 
to his righteousness,’ 1. Kings, viii. 31, 32 ; 
and administered by the high priest, ‘ And 
the priest shall charge her by an oath,’ 
&c. Numb. v.19; and when it was per- 
formed, according to the Divine appoint» 
ment, the Lord discovered by some out- 
ward sign, whetherthe person swearing 
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spake the truth or not, as is evident from 
the Scriptures above quoted: and as it is 
now practised without a divine appoint- 
ment, and there is no answer given to the 

peals made to God in this manner; it 
is so far from being more spiritual under 
the Gospel than it was under the law, 
that it is far more carnal. Oaths are 
new divided into two classes, civil, and 
religious ; and yet a civil oath is called an 
act of religious worship. This is as ridic- 
ulous as to say that light is composed of 
darkness. It is not probable that ever 
any man, Jew, Pagan or Christian thought 
of acivil oath, till Antichrist overcame 
the saints: sothat unless the Gospel dis- 
pensation is more carnal than the legal, 
swearing must certainly be a profanation 
of God’s name. 

“Third. In the Gospel there is a pos- 
itive repeal of that law which bound the 
Jews to swear when called upon to give 
evidence between man and man: for it 
was only in such cases, that they were un- 
der any obligation to swear. It is true 
God discovered to them, that he would 
accept of a voluntary vow ; but they were 
not bound to make vows; ‘But if thou 
shalt forbear to vow, it shall be no sin in 
thee,’ Deut. xxiii. 22; and there was no 
positive law to bind them to swear in any 
case ; but it is implied, that it was a duty 
for them to swear, in order to decide con- 
troversies between man and man; ‘Ifa 
man deliver unto his neighbour an ass, or 
an Ox, or a sheep, or any beast to keep; 
and it die, or be hurt, or driven away, no 
man seeing it: then shall an oath of the 
Lorp be between them both, that he 
hath not put his hand unto his neighbour’s 
goods ; and the owner shall accept there- 
of, and he shall not make it good,’ Exod. 
xxii. 10, 11; but when our Saviour was on 
Earth, in the human nature, he declared 
it to be his will, that swearing should not 
be practised among his people; ‘Again, ye 
have heard that it hath been said by 
them of old time, Thou shalt not for- 
swear thyself, but shalt perform unto the 
Lord thine oaths. But I say unto you, 
swear not at all: neither by Heaven; for 
it is God’s throne,’ &e. But let your com- 
munication be, yea, yea; nay, nay: for 
whatsoever is more than these, cometh of 
evil,’ Matt. v. 33—37. If this piece of 


Scripture does not forbid all swearing 

universally, it forbids nothing at all. I 

confess, if the thirty-third verse wastaken 

out, and the word dut out of the thirty- 

fourth, it might be explained to forbid on- 

ly what is called profane swearing ; but as 

it stands, I see no possibility of evading the 

force of it: for the swearing which he 

mentions in the thirty-third verse, was 
lawful, under the Jewish dispensation ; 
and if it is not that swearing which he for- 

bids in the ensuing verses, he changes his 
subject, as if he had a design to deceive 
his hearers. I cannot think, that there 
was one individual hearing Jesus when he 
spake those words, that understood him 
otherwise than to forbid all swearing uni- 
yersally. If it be said, that though there 
is no change of the subject, yet he means 
profane swearing, in the thirty-third verse; 
because he does not mention swearing by 
God’s name in the prohibition? Llanswer» 
it is as criminal to swear by God’s names 
profanely, as by any thing else; and 
therefore, it was as necessary to forbid it ; 
and if our Saviour’s own eommentary be 
admitted, swearing by God’s name is for- 
bidden in this place; ‘And he that shall 
swear by Heaven, sweareth by the throne 
of God, and by him that sitteth thereon,’ 
Matt. xxiii. 22. According to this expla- 
nation, there is no difference, as to the le- 
gality of the oath, between swearing by 
Heaven, and swearing by God’s name, 
Heaven is often expressed in Scripture, 
when God is meant. Neither dol think 
there is any difference in the administra- 
tion of an oath; whether by the book, the 
sign of the cross, an uplifted hand, or the 
Quaker’s affirmation: they are equally 
contrary to the command, ‘swear not at 
all;’ for an oath is an appeal to God, te 
witness the truth of what we assert ; and 
as he hath forbidden us to swear, he has 
not appointed any particular form ; nei- 
ther doth he answer aliy appeals made te 
him in that manner; and it is probable 


‘that if swearing had been practised in the 


primitive church, we weuld have some 
ac¢ount of it inthe New Testament: but 
on the contrary, we find that the apostle 
Paul, (in quoting the prophet Isaiah. xiv. 
23, ‘I have sworn by myself, the word is 
gone out of my mouth in righteousness, 
and shall not return, That unto me every 
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knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear,’) 
says, ‘ For it is written, As I live, saith the 
Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and 
every tongue shall confess to God,’ Rom. 
xiv. 11, ‘And that every tongue shall con- 
fess that Jesus Christ is Lord,’ Philip. ii. 
11. What other reason could the apos- 
tle have for making use of the word con- 
fess, in place of the word swear, in quoting 
an Old Testament text, but because he 
knew that swearing was not an ordinance 
of the Gospel. Itmay be objected that 
the same apostle, in writing to the He- 
brews, mentions swearing as a customary 
thing; ‘For men, verily, swear by the 
greater ; and an oath for confirmation, is 
tothem an end for all strife,’ chap. vi. 16. 
but let it be observed, that he is writing to 
the Hebrews, who generally held, that 
the ceremonial law was still in force, and 
followed their ancient customs ; and even 
those, of them who embraced the Gospel, 
were indulged in the practice of several 
ceremonies which belonged tothe Jewish 
dispensation ; and in writing to them, he 
tudes to their own customs: so that all 
that this text proves, suppose that swear- 
Ing was not mentioned any where else in 
Scripture, is, that the Hebrews knew that 
it then was, or had been customary to 
make use of an oath, to decide controver- 
sies between contending parties: but he 
does not say, whether the custom was 
right or wrong ; and consequently, this 
text cannot have force sufficient to over- 
turn the command of Christ himself, 
‘ Swear not at all,” any more than the king 
of Babylon’s using divination (‘For the 
king of Babylon stood at the parting of the 
way, at the head of two ways, to use div- 
ination,’ Ezekiel xxi. 21.) will overturn 
the command of God, ‘Regard not them 
that have familiar spirits, neither seek af- 
ter wizards,’ Lev. xix. 31: so that there 
is nothing to support the lawfulness of 
swearing, but a supposition that there is 
anecessity for it: but I cannot see how 
men can be under a necessity to violate 
God’s Law. The civil law may, and of- 
ten does, lay the subject under the neces- 
sity, of either acting contrary to God’s 
Law, or suffering the penalty which the 
civil law inflicts for disobeying its pre- 


eepts: but of two evils we ought to choose 4 


the least ; it is, certainly, a duty to suffer, 
rather than sin. A man that will choose 
to sin, rather than suffer, cannot be a dis- 
ciple of Christ. No doubt some will ob- 
ject, that if an oath was not required of ev- 
idenges, they would not consider them- 
selves under any obligation to tell the 
whole truth, concerning a dispute between 
two parties; and, by these means, civil 
rulers could not have sufficient information 
to enable them to do justice between man 
and man. I answer; supposing thistobe 
the case, it will not prove that swearing is [7 
right, in the sight of God. I apprehend 7 


there might be a method taken, which |7 
would answer the end better than swear- ~ 
ing. It cannot be supposed, that a man, ~ 
who is both a common liar, and an habit- 


ual swearer, will consider himself under © 
any stronger obligation to tell the truth 7% 
by swearing an oath before a magistrate, 77 
than when he swears at another time; 7 


and such men are as good evidences inlaw | 


as any; and no doubt, frequently give 7 
false evidence: at least, it is a fact, that 
civil rulers frequently do injustice; and 
either the rulers, or the evidences, must 
hear the blame, and are certainly guilty of 
perjury: forif the evidence would tell the 
whole truth, and rulers judge equitably, 
on the discovery of the truth, no injustice 
could be done. In my opinion, it would 
conduce more to the interest of Society, 
should the legislature make a law, to de- © 
prive every liar, or habitual swearer, of — 
either bearing any office, orbeing evidence 


in law: for it cannot be supposed that an’ — 


oath will bind such persons; and those 
who make a practice of speaking truth, 
have no need to swear.” 


THE CLERGY. 
Extracted from Job Scott’s Journal. 


“I may here mention, my mind has 
been deeply affected under some serious 
considerations of the state of things in the 
world, and particularly in this nation. 
What anumber of men are there who 
assume the station of gospel ministers; 
and, under that pretence, drain and even 
force away from the proper owners large 
sums of money, which they do very little 
toearn. Even if it were right to preach 
for hire, and if Christ’s true mimisters 
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could freely and righteously receive mo- 
ney for their ministry, (which they by 
no means can) yet to see a set of almost 
idle drones living on the honest labours 
of the industrious, is deeply affecting. 
“Oh! most assuredly the land mourns, 
and God is angry because of these things, 
and in some way or other he will arise 
and shake the earth, and also this false 
heaven—this vain and oppressive minis- 
try, and rend the power from the idle, 
lordly clergy. But whatever be the means 


» so that it isin the pure counsel of God, 


my very soul breathes to the Almighty, 
that he may, in the way of his own good 


4 pleasure, hasten the downfall even of 
"> protestant Babylon; rend the power of 


the idle, useless clergy, and thus emanci- 


| pate the people from the bondage and 


) oppression they groan under, that the 


earth may enjoy her Sabbathsagain. But 
how these deeply to be pitied ; these too 
worthless, too worldly, and too cruel pre- 
tenders to the ministry of the gospel of 


» Christ ; or how those people, who, to an- 


swer the purposes of aggrandizement and 
power, support them, will be able to set- 
tle their accounts in the great day of the 
Lord, the solemn settlement of all things, 
is a consideration truly awful ! 

“If these hints are ever published, let 
not delicacy prevail to affect any unne- 


cessary mitigation of the close expressions 


in which they are couched. It is time 
these deceivers of men, these dark bo- 
dies, who form an eclipse between God 
and the souls of men, should hear and se- 
riously hearken to the voice of plain, hon- 


_ est and undisguised truth. And whether 
» they will hearken and hear, yea or nay, 


let them be assured God is arising, and 


> will shake and remove them out of the 


4 


way; and their domination shall be re- 
membered with abhorrence !” 


From the Gosfie! Herald. 
THE BISHOP’S ADDRESS. 


“Bishop Hobart, on his return from his 
European tour, delivered an Address to 
eighty or ninety clergymen, and about the 
same number of lay delegates. From this 
Address we extract the following: the 


Bishop speaking of the many things that 
delighted him, said, ‘ Above all it delights 
him, that with zeal for all those externals 
of our church which God has made the 
safeguards of her spiritual principles, 
those great principles which constitute 
the gospel, which that church professes 
in its greatest purity, the power of God 
unto salvation, are the animating guides 
of the public instructions of the clergy, 
and I humbly hope, duly prized by the 
people to whom they minister.’ 

“ An honest confession truly. The ex- 
ternals of religion (as the phrase goes) 
are the foundation of clerical fat livings 
and luxury. The Bishop, of course, is 
most delighted to find the people on his 
return, full of zeal for the ‘externals.’ 
To ‘keep up the steam,’ the Bishop 
praises the externals, and boldly declares 
that the externals are the safeguards of 
her (the Church) spiritual principles ; 
and that these principles, thus guarded, 
are ‘those great principles which consti- 
tute the gospel.’ This is not enough— 
he declares that God has made the exter- 
nals of their church this safeguard ! 

“ The Bishop farther says— One thing 
more—Brethren of the clergy, and es- 
pecially of the laity, for engaged as they 
are in the business and cares of this world, 
to them the admonition particularly ap- 
plies, continue to love your church, as 
maintaining and professing the faith once 
delivered to the saints,—the ministry and 
worshif: of apostolic and primitive times.’ 
It is a lamentable reflection—a deplora- 
ble truth, that eighty or ninety laymen 
could be found to swallow (without choak- 
ing) this titled, luxurious Bishop’s un- 
warrantable assertions. All creation can- 
not furnish a more striking and certain 
dissimilarity, than is apparent, at first 
sight, between the titled, high fed Bish- 
ops and clergy of the Episcopal church, 
and the ‘ministry and worship of the 
apostolic and primitive times.’ Paul, thou 
old veteran in the cause of unvarnished 
truth, could you raise your voice in such 
an assembly, how would you frown into 
insignificance these boasting men !” 


“When the price of true humility is 
considered, no wonder it is an article that 
meets with few purchasers.”— 
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MISCELLANTA. 


“ In the Christian. Mirror, which we 
believe is editedby a New England 
priest, is the following grave query, Viz.: 

“<Ts it right for Physicians to receive 
pay for the services which they perform 
onthe Sabbath? If so—to 
it to their ewn use?’ 


-“This is a most singular» question to 
come from such a quarter, when it is 
well known that clergymen derive nearly 
all their emoluments from the services 
they perform on the Sabbath. With 
equal propriety the query may be put— 
Is it right for clergymen to receive pay 
for the services which they perform on 
the Sabbath? If so—to appropriate it to 
their own use? 

“A writer in the Christian Intelligen- 
eer, in commenting on the foregoing que- 
ty in the Christian Mirror, makes the 
following remarks : 

“ «It is a lamentable truth, that a large 
number of those pharisaical professors of 
religion, who ‘ pay tithe of mint, and an- 
nise, and cummin, and have neglected the 
weightier matters of the law,’ seem dis- 
posed to ‘bind heavy burdens on men’s 
shoulders, but will not move them with 
one of their fingers.’ While the physi- 
cian, who exposes himself to all the in- 
clemencies of the weather, and the perils 
of disease, for a scanty and uncertain re- 
compense, is called upon to relinquish a 
seventh part of his earnings to the sup- 
port of the missionary cause, while the 
poor mechanic and labourer, who can 
scarcely earn a support for their fami- 
lies, are called upon, as they value their 
eternal salvation, to contribute to the sup- 
port of the gospel among the heathen, we 
never hear this affecting appeal made to 
the clergymen, the recipient of twenty- 
five dollars for each Sabbath’s labour, to 
contribute for the salvation of immortal 
souls. 

“ «Often do we hear it urged by those 
who arrogate to themselves the special 
lights of heaven, that the duty of Chris- 
tians is, to economize in their expenses, 
and to .deny themselves the luxuries of 
life, in order to replenish what they term 

*the Lord’s treasury’—that every dollar 


will purchase a bible, and every bible 


may save asoul. Among the strictest of 
this sect, is one who, though abounding in 
the goods of this world, and forever en- 


| joining this kind of liberality on the poor 


and ignorant, gives, if he gives at all, with 

a sparing hand—lives in a princely man- 

sion, in all the splendor of fashionable 

life, and like Dives, ‘fares sumptuously 

every day.” While he admonishes the 
poor man or the widow to deny them- 

selves the use of sugar in their tea or cof- 
fee, in order to save afew cents for the 
salvation of the heathen, his own pride 
and luxury consume more every day, 
than the poor man could earn in the 
course of a week. Suppose that this pre- 
fessor of religion were to live in a house 
the cost of which should not exceed three 
thousand dollars, surely it would answer 
every purpose of use or elegance; and, 
one might suppose would amply satisfy 
our pious friend; but no—ten thousand 
dollars would not purchase his dwelling! 
Now we have the sum of seven thousand 
dollars which has not only been lost to the 
most sacred of purposes, but expended to 
no other purpose than that of pampering 
the pride of a Christian, the most distin- 
guishing trait in whose character should 
beAumility! But thisisnotalll. By this 
waste of ‘ the Lord’s treasure,’ seven thou- 
sand souls are probably lost, which might 
have been saved, had this steward but 
acted agreeably to his own convictions of 
duty. Well may this man tremble, in 
view of that day, when, we are told, He 
who knew his master’s will and did 
not do it, should be beaten with many 
stripes.’ ”’—[ Reformer. 


A NOBLE PROPOSITION. 

“A meeting for some time past has 
been held by some of the Rev. Dr. 
Spring’s society, similar to fellowship 
meetings. Finding perhaps no benefit 
from attending his formal and lifeless ser- 
mons, (though each one must cost about 
thirty dollare) many of them are in the 
habit of meeting together in private 
houses and conducting their worship in 
the manner laid down im the New Testa- 
ment—that is, without any hireling er 
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privileged person to officiate for them— 
without any form of church government, 
discipline, creed, &c. each person having 
the privilege to exercise in any way deem- 
ed expedient. Most of the individuals 
composing the meeting are members of 
the church, and probably adherents in 
many respects to the old order of things ; 
yet their proceedings are very praise- 
worthy, and much to be commended, as 
the independent course they have taken 
is likely to result in much good if perse- 
vered in. These meetings, we are in- 
formed, are much opposed by their phari 
saical brethren, but nevertheless are still 
continued. 

“They are sometimes held during the 
time their priest is delivering his sermons 
in the pulpit; which gives an additional 
offence. This proves. what they assert, 
viz., that they enjoy their own meetings 
best. 


“They have learned that they can 
worship better without a priest than with 
one; and of course that they can save a 
vast sum of-money. 

“This important discovery (tested by 
experience) has reflected a light that en- 
dangers the profitable trade of preach- 
ing ; for it hasdrawn forth the following 
proposition from one of the Doctor’s own 
members, viz.—T hat inasmuch as a por- 
tion of the church have found by happy 
experience that they can dispense with 
their minister and yet make a greater 
progress in religion; it is proposed forth- 
with to dismiss him, as useless, alarm- 
ingly expensive, and burdensome ; and al- 
so dispose of their meeting-house, and all 
the property connected with it; and ap- 
propriate the proceeds, together with his 
salary, (rising of three thousand per an- 
sum) for the purpose of purchasing fuel, 
clothing, food, &c. for the poor. 

age Y. Telescopic. 


“FRENCH CLERGY. 


“The following statement shows the 
aumber of the French Clergy, on the first 
January, 1825—Archbishops and Bishops, 
75; Vicars-general 287 ; Titular Canons, 
725; Honorary Canons, 1255; Rectors, 
2828; Curates, 22,295; Vicars, 5396; 
Priests of Parishes, authorised to en 
and receive confessions, 1850; Priests 


— 
| employed as governors. or professors in 
| seminaries, 876. The number of eccle- 
siastical pupils in the seminaries amounts 
to 4044; and the nuns to.19,271. Total, 
57,832. The candidates. for the priest- 
hood, if this number be taken as.an ave- 
rage, being sufficient, according to the or- 
dinary duration of human life, to main- 
tain a complement of more than 150,000 
priests.” 


“Four persons were lately brought be- 
fore the Mayor of Ceret, in France, for 
eating muttonon a Saturday! The pub- 
lic prosecutor demanded that they should 
each be fined 300 francs and imprisoned 
for one year! The court did not impose 
the penalty, but directed that the crimi- 
nals sheuld pay the cost of the prosecu- 
tion! Both parties appealed, and the 
result was, that the mutton eaters on a 
Saturday were relieved of the costs.” 


“ A farce, that has some merit, because 
it is only performed once in seven years, 
was played off at Aix-la-Chapelle, in 
August last, inthe presence of twenty or 
thirty thousand people, strangers, pil- 
grims, &c. amidst the ringing of bells. It 
was an exhibition of the Virgin’s robe, the 
swaddling tlothes in which the Son of 
God was wrapped at the moment of his 
birth ; the cloth which covered a part of 
Jesus Christ’s body, when he was nailed 
to the cross ; and lastly, the linen in which 
the body of St. John was enveloped after 
his decapitation ! 

“These genuine articles are kept ina 
chest enriched with jewelry, which is not 


moved without great pomp and ceremo- 
ny.’ 


“On Sunday the 12th of June, 1825, M. 
B., curate of the Commune of Blois, De- 
partment of Loir-et-Cher, after havin 
i merely read the pastoral letter of the 
Bishop, which prescribed prayers of 
thanksgiving on account of the corona- 
tion of his majesty Charles X., addressed 
his parishioners as follows: 

“ «My very dear brethren, as Charles 
the 10th is not a Christian—as he wishes 
to support the Charter, [granting tolera- 
tion to the Protestants] which is a law 
contrary to religion, we ought not to pray 
for him any more than Louis 18th, who 
was the author of this Charter. They 
are both damned. Let those who are of 
my opinion rise.’ 

“Immediately two-thirds of the con- 

tion, amounting to two orthree hun- 
| dred, rose to signify their approbation. 


- © This curate will be called to account 
by his superiors.” 
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PERSECUTION IN FRANCE. 


«“ A fresh instance of illiberality in re- 
gard to religious subjects, has been given 
at law in Paris in the prosecution of some 
female Quakers, who were found assem- 
bled at a house in St. Etienne, for the pur- 

se of reading and expounding the New 
Peckment. he Commissary of Police 
broke in upon their meeting, seized their 
books and papers, and interrogated them 
as to the object of their society,—They 
stated that they met in order to instruct 
themselves in religious knowledge ac- 
cording to the gespel; that their society, 
owed its origin to the visit of two foreign- 
ers, an American and an English woman, 
and that the number of its members was 
15. A prosecution was instituted against 
them by virtue of the 290th article of the 
penal code, which forbids any regular as- 
sembly for any religious, political, or 
other object, except with the consent of 
the government, and under such condi- 
tions as the agents of public authority 
may think fit to impose upon it. The 
judgement of the Court of Correctional 
Police was, that the meetings of these fe- 
male Quakers was not only a manifest 
violation of the law, but also a subject of 
disorder and scandal for society at large. 
The accused parties were severally sen- 
tenced to pay a fine of 50 francs and the 
costs of prosecution. What must we 
think of the spirit and sentiments of a 
government which is, or affects to be, 
alarmed at the meetings of a few women 
in the garb of Quakers.” British Press. 


[“ Under the government of Napoleon, 
no religious society was molested. On 
the return of pious rulers, persecution 
commences. Such is the difference of a 
government in the hands of an infidel, and 
a pretended saint.” ]—Reformer. 


FORM OF INDULGENCES. 


“ As the form of the indulgences, and 
the benefits which they were supposed to 
convey, are unknown in protestant coun- 
tries, and little understood, at present, in 
several places where the Roman catholic 
religion is established, I have, for the in- 
formation of my readers, translated the 
form of absolution used by Tetzel. *‘ May 
our Lord Jesus Christ have mercy on 
thee, and absolve thee by the merits of 
his most holy passion. And I by his au- 
thority, that of his blessed apostles, Peter 
and Paul, and the most holy Pope, grant- 
ed and committed to me in these parts, 
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= 
do absolve thee, first from all ecclesiasti- 
cal censures in whatever manner the 
have been incurred, and then from all 
thy sins, transgressions and excesses, how 
enormous soever they may be, even such 
as are reserved from the izance of 
the holy see, and as far as the keys of the 
holy church extend, I remit to you all 
punishment which you deserve in Pur- 
gatory on their account, and I restore you 
to the holy sacraments of the church, to 
the unity of the faithful, and to that inno- 
cence and purity which you possessed at 
baptism, so that when you die the gates 
of punishment shall be shut, and the gates 
of the ba i of delight shall be open- 
ed, and if you shall not die at present, 
this grace shall remain in full force when 
you are at the — of death. In the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghost.’ Lo! the heavens 
are open; if you enter not now, when 
will you enter? For twelve pence you 
may redeem the soul of your father out 
of purgatory ; and are you so ungrateful, 
that you will not rescue your parent from 
torment? If you had but one coat, you 
ought to strip yourself instantly, and sell 
it, in order to purchase such benefits, &c. 

“This language is much like that made 
use of by our modern divines in begging 
money. For three dollars, says one, you 
can save a soul; who will not give at 
sum for such a glorious purpose.” 


Telescope. 
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